We cannot too often express our obligations to tliose labourers in the cause of medicine who, from time to time, take stock of the common capital, and help us to survey comprehensively our position, both as respects knowledge and its application to our daily tasks. The necessity for a certain degree of harmony between the several parts of such a work is the best antidote to
the evils of specialism, which it may render not only harmless but decidedly nutritious to the body politic of our profession. And one such stock-taking at periodical intervals is not enough, for in point of fact there are several ways of doing it, which cannot well be united without sacrificing much of the peculiar advantages of each. One form is that of a vast encyclopaedic collection of all that lias been said or done at all ages by all that have advanced our science or art; and if the author takes his time about it, as Dr. Copland has done, he may produce a icrijjua ?c aa which will be long without a rival. As it is requisite that each subject should be treated exhaustively, the coinpletest way to avoid omissions and repetitions is for the whole to be the progeny of one pen.
Another form is that of which the most recent example is the work of Dr. Aitken, ' On the Science and Practice of Medicine/ in which the latest good writers on each subject are taken as the representatives of their class, and their opinions and observations are melted into one, as illustrations of the time-honoured doctrines on which medicine is based. This should be done, as it is in the instance quoted, by a professor who is exempted from the responsibilities, and consequent strong predilections, of daily practice, and who has leisure for calm comparison and review. It should be accompanied, as we hope in a future edition Dr.
Aitken's book will be, by full-length Reynolds' aim differs from all three. He does not affect to rival the all-embracing learning of the first, the scholastic eclecticism of the second, or the refined simplicity of the third ; but he would make the practitioner his own eclectic, and lead him to elaborate his own ideal. He would present him in his study at home with such an idea of the best progressive practice iti the current year as he might gain by being in twenty different places at once during the twelve months, studiously watching the effects on variously educated minds of the facts elicited by recent science; studying, in fact, the orthopraxy deduced from the orthodoxy of the generation in its prime. We do not mean to say that the editor puts forth in black and white such an intention, we infer it from his general tone and his acta non verba. To this end he would have his readers learn, from actual workers themselves, their own most recent views, not, indeed, on all subjects, but wherever they have modified diagnosis or treatment. 
